REMARKS 



The Examiner pointed out that Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C 102 (e) as being anticipated by Tang (U.S Patent No. 6507416), 
5 and Claims 2-4, 6 and 7 are rejected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

First of all, the applicant submits that the prior art referred (US6, 
10 507,416, Tang) doesn't disclose detail enough as to how to change the 
distance between the light source and the document and how to move the 
light source up and down. (See Column 3 lines 57-59 and claim 8), so it 
is doubtful that Tang can implement the invention. 

To differentiate, Claim 1 has been amended in order to narrow 
15 the scope of Claim 1. Furthermore Claim 5 has been cancelled, thus the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C 102 (e) would be removed and the amended 
claim 1 is believed to be allowable- 
Claims 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 would be allowable since they are 
dependent upon an amended base claim 1 which is thought to be 
20 allowable. 



Courtesy, cooperation and skill of Examiner Houshang SAFAIPOUR 
appreciated. 
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